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Reply to Examiner's Answer 
The Appellant submits the following remarks in response to the Examiner's 
Answer. In these remarks, the Appellant addresses certain arguments presented in the 
Examiner's Answer. Although only certain arguments are addressed in this Reply 
Brief, it should not be construed that the Appellant agrees with other arguments 
presented in the Examiner's Answer. 

After reviewing the Examiner's Answer, Appellant respectfully maintains that 
the embodiments of the claimed invention that are set forth in the rejected Claims are 
not anticipated or rendered obvious by Ko et al. In particular, as discussed in the 
Appeal Brief, Ko et al. does not teach or suggest a method of displaying a visible 
portion of a user interface for an application program that comprises defining a 
graphical image for a visible portion of the user interface in a first computer file and 
"defining in a second computer file a plurality of parameters for associating a 
functional portion of the user interface with the graphical image" as is set forth in 
independent Claim 26 (independent Claims 8, 12, 14, 27 and 28 recite similar 
limitations). 

The Examiner contends in the Examiner's Answer that file default.xtc 
disclosed in Ko et al. can be equated to the recited second computer file because it is 
disclosed that file default.xtc "specifies the functionality of portions" of a graphical 
image (see Ko et al. page 6, lines 12-13). Furthermore, the Examiner references Ko et 
al. page 7, lines 2-3 to substantiate this contention, where it is disclosed that the 
"Directive Function=Back specifies the function" of a button image. However, despite 
the Examiner's contentions to the contrary, Appellant respectfully submits that Ko et 
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al. does not teach or suggest that the disclosed button image is defined in a first 
computer file and that a plurality of parameters for associating functions with the 
button image are defined in a second computer file. In fact, Ko et al. does not identify 
a file where the function of the button image is specified. Consequently, the above 
referenced passage from Ko et al., at best, merely indicates that a directive specifies 
the function of the button image. 

However, assuming arguendo that Ko et al. does teach that the button image 
and the button function are defined in first and second files respectively as suggested 
by the Examiner, Ko et al. clearly does not disclose that a plurality of parameters for 
associating functions with the button image are defined in the second file. Ko et al. 
merely discloses that "the function of the button" is specified in a file. Importantly, the 
focus of Ko et al. in this regard is a specification of a function as opposed to the 
defining of a plurality of parameters. It should be appreciated that a disclosure that a 
function is specified in a file is very different from the Claim 26 (independent Claims 
8, 12, 14, 27 and 28 recite similar limitations) requirement that a plurality of 
parameters for associating functional portions of an interface with a graphical image 
be defined in a file. In particular, the aforementioned limitations of Claim 26 delimit a 
relationship that the recited plurality of parameters have with the recited interface and 
the recited graphical image that is simply not taught or suggested by Ko et al. 
Consequently, the aforementioned limitations of Claim 26 (independent Claims 8, 12, 
14, 27 and 28 recite similar limitations) are not met. 

From the above discussion it is apparent that the Ko et al. reference does not 
satisfy the requirements of 35 USC 102 as Ko et al. does not teach or suggest key 
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limitations of Appellant's Claims. It should be appreciated that this deficiency of Ko 
et al. prevents Ko et al. from being properly employed as a reference upon which to 
base a 35 USC 102 rejection of independent Claims 8, 12, 14 and 26- 28. 

Appellant respectfully submits that nowhere in the Ko et al. reference is a 
method of displaying a visible portion of a user interface for an application program 
that comprises defining a graphical image for a visible portion of a user interface in a 
first computer file and defining in a second computer file a plurality of parameters for 
associating a functional portion of the user interface with the graphical image taught 
or suggested as is set forth in independent Claim 26 (independent Claims 8, 12, 14, 27 
and 28 recite similar limitations). 

Because of the deficiencies of Ko et al. discussed above, Appellant respectfully 
submits that Ko et al. does not provide an adequate basis for the rejection of Claims 8, 
12, 14 and 26-28 under 35 U.S.C. §102 and, as such, Claims 8, 12, 14 and 26-28 are 
allowable. Accordingly, the Appellant respectfully submits that Claims 4-7, 9, 24 and 
25 dependent on Claim 26, Claim 1 1 dependent on Claim 27 and Claim 16 dependent 
on Claim 28, are likewise allowable as being dependent on allowable base claims. 
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Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above, Appellant believes that pending Claims 4-9, 
11, 12, 14, 16 and 24-28 are patentable over Ko et al. Accordingly, Appellant 
respectfully requests that the rejection of these Claims be reversed. 



Dated 



2007 



Respectfully submitted, 
Wagner, murabito & Hao LLP 




Glenn D. Barnes 
Registration No. 42,293 
Two North Market Street 
Third Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
(408) 938-9060 
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